Abstract. The article analyzes the existing approaches of management in the sphere of housing and communal service in Russia (HCS). They have not improved the quality of life and have not ensured sustainable reproduction of the human capital. According to the authors, the implementation in practice of Anglo-Saxon governance model in Russia has not proved the historical context of the country's development. A comparative analysis was conducted of housing sphere of Russia and the European Union. It is recommended to use the Scandinavian management model as a more acceptable for the Russian conditions.
The life of modern cities is a typical example of postmodern culture with economic imbalances and social segregation: "Intelligent" high-rise buildings of infill development literally "are pushed" on land plots between dilapidated buildings today, digital and physical world grow into each other, national, demographic composition of people has uncontrolled changes. There are the questions arise about the "protection" of life: settlements are controlled by electronic systems, but they also reveal their vulnerability [2] .
Civilization general models of urban management develop In the context of postmodern. We have acquired new technologies, methods and mechanisms of interaction, for a whole century, however we have lost the value targets.
An excursion into the history of the issue allows us to analyze the changes of management in housing and communal services (HCS) since the beginning of the XX century to the present and pay attention to aspects of modern management which require immediate changes in management approaches.
Basic management methodology in housing and communal sphere in Russia had been included in the publication of L.A. Velikhov, "Fundamentals of Municipal Economy" in 1928 [3] .
Of course, a person is not regarded in the system as the central link, but he is a means, an "element" of the socialist city. A secondary role was assigned for comfortable housing, infrastructure and services sector.
However, the ideology of the urban economy had a social entity. This ideology has been adopted as the basis in the Soviet period of management. Housing and communal sphere has been recognized as acute social, necessary for the reproduction of the population. The start of mass housing construction in the USSR began in 1954. For fifteen years (to 1969), 1.469 billion square meters of housing was built [4] . Due to the famous "Khrushchev" people moved from dugouts, communal houses to separate apartments. At the same time, all the engineering support of infrastructure systems in the houses has been established. This infrastructure has remained viable until the '90s.
In the so-called "of reform" period (since 1991), HCS was based on the life-support facilities of the Soviet period. They quickly grow old. It required large financial costs of subsidizing sphere (major repairs of residential buildings, urban relaying of utilities, construction of pumping stations, sewage treatment plants, waste recycling). However, the country's attention was focused on the interesting political events of "perestroika".
Since the adoption of the law "On privatization of housing stock in the RSFSR" in 1991 [5] and transition of HCS to a break-even operating mode marked departure from the elements of the social nature of the system, despite the fact that the poor families needed the targeted social protection. Often, because of bureaucratic obstacles the assistance was a great problem. The system of subsidies for socially disadvantaged groups of population exists since today.
Russian HCS is a quality of life indicator which shows the critical depreciation of fixed assets, in 2014 it was about 43-52%. For example, the wear of water supply and sanitation systems in some Russian cities reaches 80-90% [6] . According to experts, the wear of equipment more than 50% exceeds the threshold economic security indicators in the country in 2 times. Table 1 shows the wear of the basic structure of HCS funds [6] . Poor infrastructure, high level of corruption and growing social inequality among the population are the results of the conservative modernization during the Soviet and postSoviet period. More than 4.5 million Russian citizens live in dilapidated and emergency housing. 40% of buildings (homes) need major repairing [7] .
More than ten years ago monography "Why Russia is not America" (A. Parshev) [8] and a series of articles S. Kara-Murza "Problems in the Russian house" [9] were published. Later the "King-cold, or why Russia freezes" (S. Kara-Murza) was published too. [10] . The authors of the articles carry out the idea of the distinctive features of the housing and communal sector in Russia.
Only poor population of this country is not able to pay for all housing difficulties. This point of view is also relevant today.
We believe that in the second decade of the twenty-first century a deep change in management conception of housing and communal services in Russia is necessary. The traditional features of the national economy also must be taken into account. What is the base of this position? Firstly, housing and communal sphere in Russia is not only the production of market services. This area is strongly connected with the political system of the state and is always played as a "trump card" during the every election political campaign.
Secondly, there are the whole monopoly in production and delivery of life-support resources and the absence of a healthy competition in HCS in Russia. In the sphere, where monopoly firms dictate the rules, there is not any basis for competition and the formation of the healthy market relations. And this is, in turn, leads to a constant increase in tariffs.
Thirdly, for the formation of the healthy market relations in the housing and communal sector a system of cooperation between all market counterparties is necessary. This interaction based on eleven process organization principles. They are presented in Table 2 . In this article we compared the main market interaction principles and features of housing and communal sector and came to the conclusion that all of them do not promote effective governance in market relations. And it means that we could not blindly adopt market mechanisms and principals in the field of non-market relations. Besides, we can see a long influence of persistent negative factors to Russian economy.
Could the urban metabolism system keep the maintain stability under the negative influence factors? What management model will be suitable in the structure of nonstationary economic heritage processes? To answer these questions, the authors appealed to the international experience of housing and communal management. EU development strategy up to 2020: the reduction of the number of people at risk of poverty or social exclusion is the exhibitor of humanitarian progress in Europe. The poorest segment of population was identified by comparing the range of incomes and living conditions of the population [11] . This index is composed from the analysis of three indicators: the degree of poverty and deprivation and the number of people who have problems with job.
To sum up, the housing and communal sphere is socially oriented in all European countries. State authorities and governments kept under control HCS in all EU countries. Municipalities regulate the work of private enterprises in HCS and defend the rights of citizens. Municipalities guarantee a high quality of services. Sweden, Finland, Germany, Poland, England: the municipal management is a business in the form of management companies. Along with them the owners of apartments control housing maintenance. They come together into the non-profit consumer organizations.
Associations of tenants and homeowners provide the working of the apartment complex. They dispose of financial resources and buy necessary services. The process of their activity is similar to the work of functioning of HOA (homeowners) in Russia.
On one hand, we can see the tight control from the public and the state organizations. On the other hand -there is the formation of a society clear position in the communal conflicts relations. This protects the residents from fraud and corruption.
The studying of positive foreign experience in apartment management has a considerable interest for Russians, because about 85% of them are living in apartment buildings. Table 3 shows features of apartment management models in EU (compiled by the authors). The apartment buildings management forms abroad are very different: from the conclusion of individual or collective contracts with inhabitants of an apartment house with different resource providers as in England and Germany to the total municipal capital management in Poland.
But in spite of the management forms the main feature is to minimize the cost of consumers. And as a result we can see the rent reduction, clarity and transparency of costs and funding in HCS. This makes virtually impossible the existence of corruption.
HCS is very important in Scandinavia countries. Tenants' Association has a significant influence on public policy. In Finland, for example, as well as in Russia, there is a central heating and water supplying systems.
We have analyzed the work of the urban and municipal services of the above mentioned countries and selected the basic management models: -"Anglo-Saxon" -provides total autonomy management to every inhabitant. -"Scandinavian" -complete control of governments. Vital public services and resources such as heating and water supplying are centrally delivered. There is the "double" law protection of consumers. Residents are protected by the court and the government.
-"German" is individual management of each apartment house. Municipals control the autonomous engineering supplying systems.
In the Russian HCS sequentially implanted Anglo-Saxon governance model. However, the market management model does not show its effectiveness in the modern Russian conditions. The real market in Russia is impossible because of its historical heritage. The fact is a natural monopoly of the main suppliers of vital resources, such as gas, electricity, heat.
Russian HCS is not only an economic problem. This is an important political aspect of Russia's life, and is an extremely important social factor not only because of consumer behavior, but also the factor of surviving and reproduction of the human capital in harsh Russian cold climate.
For example, 85% of the population has a monthly income per person about one-two living wages In Russia. According to the Federal Law "On Living Wage" [12] the average per capita income does not exceed 8500 rubles. The monthly fee apartment for a family of three people is about 7000 rubles.
The government should regulate prices because prices are rising by 8% a year. But it must also to create an effective legal and legislative basis in the housing and communal sphere.
The rate of growth of tariffs and costs are quite different from those in the EU. For example, from 2001 to 2009, the prices increased by 6 times in Russia. Meanwhile the inflation rate in Russia was lower and prices for HCS in the European countries increased no more than 50% [13] . Table 4 shows the calculated data of significant increase trend of tariffs for HCS from 2001 to 2010 in terms of average oil price of $ 54.83 per barrel as the main source of livelihood in Russia [14] In the 90 years of the twentieth century, Russia was in a situation of duality contrasting models: socialist and market. According to the authors, unconditional transition to market concepts without taking into account national features and specificities was originally risky for the main areas of the economy, including HCS sector.
Postmodern as a system of flexible features, offers us "intermediate" model for countries with ethnic, cultural and historical characteristics. And these models are successfully operating. Models balance between the economic freedom principle and social regulation.
Having the positive examples of the European experience, Russian housing reformers installation to the "Anglo-Saxon" management model could not be considered as the only appropriate in Russia. It is based on the total privatization of vital important infrastructure and the total market economy transition.
Because of its cold climate and mentality of the population, as well as limited resources and the level of living of its poor population, the most acceptable for Russia could be the "Scandinavian model" as a model of "intermediate" type.
Taking into account the historical monopolism and centralization in HCS, as well as the current state of the economy it is necessary to use systematic public and government monitoring of the HCS management in Russia. It is necessary to take into account the historically established monopolism, centralization of essential housing and communal services, and the current state of the economy in Russia. Public authorities, government and society should control the management of housing and communal services.
